MINUTES
CITY OF RIVERSIDE
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

1,870th Meeting
6:00 p.m. November 4, 2004 APPROVED ASPRESENTED AT THE
COUNCIL CHAMBER, CITY HALL FEBRUARY 17, 2005 MEETING

3900 MAIN STREET
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Agnew, Brown, Comer, Densmore, Kurani, Leonard, Norton, Stephens
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Singletary (business)
STAFF PRESENT: Gutierrez, Planning Director
Aaron, Principal Planner
Jenkins, Diane, Senior Planner
Brenes, Associate Planner
Smith, Deputy City Attorney
Andrade, Stenographer
THE FOLLOWING BUSINESSWAS CONDUCTED:

Chair Agnew reconvened the Planning Commission meeting.
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H. WORKSHOP

14. GENERAL PLAN 2025 PROGRAM - WORK SHOP #3: Thisworkshop will focuson review of
the City’ s updated Zoning Code (Title 19).

Craig Aaron, Principal Planner, introduced Laura Stetson, Cotton Bridges Associates, and welcomed the
Commissioners to the third General Plan workshop. He stated that this was a lot of information for the
Commission to review and that staff had planned one workshop for each of the major documents. If the
Commissionwould liketo have additiona workshops, staff could work themin between now and the public
hearings scheduled to begin in February, 2005.

Ms. Stetson complimented staff for their hard work on the Zoning Code. She stated that the first two
workshops were the foundation for today's meeting. The Zoning Code s the primary implementation tool
of the General Plan. She cautioned the Commission and stated that thisis still awork in progress project.
She stated she would highlight the major changes of the Code and would receive any direction from the
Commission on further revisions that should be considered prior to the public hearing. She informed the
Commission that the EIR for the document would be going out within the next week or two.

She explained the changesto the zones and existing processes (conditional use, variances, etc). She stated
that the intent is to create a streamline and easy to understand process.

Commissioner Densmore inquired whether the revisions to the zones could impact someone's property
which would amount to alessening of their property values.

Ms. Stetson explained that there will be properties where the names of zones will be changing and the use
regul ations may have changed as well. Staff and the consultants have made an extensive effort to ensure
that they are carrying over existing use regul ations to the extent the City still feels they are appropriate and
work in Riverside. Theindividua property ownerswill be notified of the hearing process and thisissueis
part of the EIR. Shealso added that therewill be propertieswherethe zoning will be changed because anew
Genera Plan designation has been applied and these property owners will also be notified. State law does
not require that everyone be notified if aproject is affecting more than 1,000 properties but the City will be
going to an extra effort to do this.

She continued with her presentation.

Commissioner Norton asked whether theflow chart that will show the processwhen submitted and asit goes
through the planning process, would aso have atime element attached to it.

Ms. Stetson replied that the statutory time frames will be included in the flowcharts.

Chair Agnew noted that some of the definitions in the document refer to another document. To be user
friendly, he suggested that it would be easier to include the information in this document rather than
referring to another document.

Mr. Aaron stated that one thing that is not apparent in the hard copy of the Zoning Code are the hyperlinks
to the other documents. One of the reasonsthey did thisis so that when definitions change you do not have
to changeit in two different documents. It is not uncommon for something to be omitted and/or not all the
documentsupdated. It wasstaff'sintent to leavethislikethat and utilize the hyperlinks. He stated that staff
was open to any suggestions from the commission.

Planning Commission Minutes - November 4, 2004 Page 3 of 9



Commissioner Comer expressed his concern regarding warehouse and whole sale distribution where it
indicates that more than 10,000 sqft, it will not be permitted in the MP Zone. He asked staff if thiswould
be aproblem and whether it should be something that should be changed. He stated that it isnot the current
land use decision to limit the size of buildings in the MP zone.

Ms. Stetson stated that Commissioner Comer'squestionisperfect in light of how the Commissionisto look
at thesetables. To alarge degree, the tables reflect what current land use practices are in the community,
the intent is not create non-conforming uses citywide but where there has been a conscious decision made
to affect achangeit will be shown onthetables. If the commission sees something that should be discussed,
certainly flag it for discussion.

Ken Gutierrez, Planning Director, agreed that Commissioner Comer's comments as exactly what staff is
looking for tonight and over the next couple of months. He asked that the Commission bring to their
attention any items that may need to be changed. As previously stated, staff will be preparing a report for
the Commission for the public hearing process, at this time, the document is a public review draft.

Ms. Stetson continued with an overview focused on the proposed zone changes. She mentioned that the R-2
zone is being deleted as recommended by the City Council.

Diane Jenkins, Senior Planner, stated that staff is researching the R-2 zone properties and identifying those
that are appropriate to be downgraded to R-1 and those that need to be zoned R-3. She also indicated that
al the property owners will be notified.

Commissioner Norton wanted to make sure that the notices sent out to the residents regarding the zone
changes would include someone's name and number to call for more information.

Ms. Stetson continued.

Commissioner Leonard suggested achangeto theresidential zones. He noted that R-3-1500 is 29 units per
acre and R-3200 is 21.8 units per acre and rather than indicating the average lot size, refer to the units per
acre. He aso questioned why the R-3-4000 was 10.9 units per acre, why not 11 or 10?

Ms. Stetson replied that they would ook into the zone designations. She agreed that it was hairsand dlivers
10.9 versus 11. She stated that they wanted to ensure that they were not creating non-conformities with the
existing R-3 properties.

Commissioner Leonard said that hismain point wasto designate something simplethat iseasy to understand
at aglance. ThedesignationsR-3-4000 did not stand out but the number of units per acre doesand may help
other users as well.

Commissioner Norton inquired about the overlay zones and whether all zones would have one by the time
thiswent into hearings. Sheasked if the overlay zone would be specific asto what was or was not permitted
in areas.

Ms. Stetson clarified that an overlay zone can be applied to any base zone and could be more or less

restrictive depending what the overlay zonewasattempting to do. TheNC overlay zonewill only beapplied
to particular areas of the city, largely in the CR and CG zones.
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She reviewed more of the zone changes. She stated that the BM P zone will replace the M-1 and M-2 zone.
There will be some heavier industrial uses that will be eliminated as part of this zoning code update. She
suggested that the Commission compare the two Codes and review the changes to the uses. They would
appreciate the Commission's feedback and suggestions.

Commissioner Comer noted that therearealot of thingsthat have been eliminated inthe MP zones. He said
that the way it has been restructured will significantly prohibit businesses coming into the community.

Ms. Stetson reiterated that they would welcome the Commission's comments and suggestions with regard
to any changes. She reviewed the types of overlay zones that could be applied. A new zone they are
recommending isaCommercia Storage Zone or Mini Storage Zone. Mini storage useswill requireaMini
Storage overlay. Thiswould allow the city to look at each project on a case by case basis as to whether or
not amini storage use is what they want at a particular location.

Commissioner Leonard pointed out that the City has been granting variances like crazy on al of the PRDs,
prohibiting things that are mandated such as RV parking. This downsizing in homes has created a need for
that service throughout the city. It is not revenue generating but the city is relying on enough of those
facilities to be available and properly located to offset the downsizing of the PRDs. He said he would not
want to make it prohibitive

Ms. Stetson agreed and noted that thismakesit alittle tougher but it isnot prohibitive. The processallows
the City to look at projects on a case by case basis for appropriate locations to put mini storage facilities.
If the Commission feelsit istoo tight and too restrictive, let staff know.

She continued with areview of the Mobile Home Parks Overlay Zone. The Overlay Zone will be applied
only to existing mobile home parks. If someone wantsto build anew mobile home park the property would
have to be rezoned with the Mobile Home Park Overlay so that the appropriate standards for devel opment
of the mobile home park would apply.

Commissioner Norton inquired if modular housing was considered a mobile home.

Ms. Stetson replied that modular or manufactured housing is treated the same as any other single family
home. If someone wanted to put amodular home within asubdivision, they would be within their rightsto
do so provided they meet the standards the city has applied for manufactured housing.

Commissioner Densmore asked at what point an allowed usage could belost dueto a subdivision. He sees
this happen a lot where ever animal keeping is allowed, the property is subdivided and loses the minimal
lot size for animal keeping.

Mr. Aaron stated that asthey set up individual workshops, they can go into alot of these questionsin detail.
There are some significant changes to the animal keeping section but he did not think there wastime to go
into that tonight. Staff has made an effort to ensure animal keeping provisionsin the RR and RA-5 Zones
aremaintained. Healso added that anew restriction with regard to the number of domestic animalsthat can
be kept hasbeen added. Therearealot of questionsthat have been brought up tonight and he suggested that
staff set up further workshops to go over these issues.

Commissioner Leonard asked why staff did not approach the Overlays as standards that run with CUPs, as
with other uses.
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Mr. Aaron explained that there are standards that go with the uses. Staff is not going to apply the Overlay
Zone at the beginning, if someone wantsthisfacility on acertain lot, they are going to haveto apply for the
zone change and add the Commercial Storage Overlay Zone. As part of thisit will add conditionsand in
effect, will be similar to a CUP.

Commissioner Leonard asked how staff envisioned the Overlay Zones be applied. Could the overlay be
applied on an entire center or only a portion of the center that may have a sensitive use.

Mr. Gutierrez explained that the Overlay Zones are tools that will be available to provide flexibility that is
not theretoday. He gave some examplesfor using the NC Overlay on commercial property near residential
homes. He pointed out that the NC Overlay Zone had certain use restrictions that are designed to make the
commercia site compatible with assurances that a project will be a good fit in the neighborhood.

Commissioner Leonard indicated that it appeared to beameansto make aprocess morerestrictive, difficult,
time consumptive and costly. The Commission currently has site plan review on commercial projects and
how they are arranged next to residential. He questioned whether the use of the Overlay Zone assistsin the
approval of a certain use but as uses change out, other undesirable uses would continue to be prohibited
throughout the life of the project.

Mr. Gutierrez agreed that thiswas apossibility. He noted, however that the current site plan review cannot
get into uses or userestrictions. Thisisdesigned, not to be more restrictive but to give the Commission far
more flexibility than they had before.

Commissioner Norton inquired if implementing the Overlay Zones would create another level that the
applicants must pay afeefor.

Mr. Gutierrez stated that there is a provision in the Code that when you do parallel cases, you do not have
to pay two fees.

Ms. Stetson briefed the Commission on process changes and devel opment standards.

Commissioner Leonard inquired about the non-conforming usesthat suffer catastrophic eventsand whether
they would be eliminated in the proposed 90 days. Currently if lessthat 25% of the building is destroyed,
they can carry on with the non-conforming right.

Ms. Aaron replied that this portion of the Code was not changing.

Commissioner Densmore asked if he understood correctly that there would be absol ute standardsfor PRDs
which developers will be expected to meet.

Ms. Stetson explained that they were design parameters, not absol ute standards. It givesthe developer alist
of criteriathat the city islooking for its review of PRDs and the developer musts show how that project
meets the design criteria and those objectives for high quality design.

Commissioner Densmore inquired if the Code sections had terms, such as adequate open space or actually
specified percentages of open space.

Ms. Stetson responded that it would include general criteria and percentages were included.
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Mr. Aaron pointed out that there were specific devel opment standards starting on Page 1 X-51. An applicant
can still obtain avariance for these standards.

Ms. Stetson added that theresidential standardsfor singlefamily homesreally encouragesdesign amenities.
It relaxes some of the standards if the developer is willing to provide some design amenities. There are
performance standards that will apply to all zones.

Commissioner Norton suggested that the language be stronger. Riverside is a City that has some great
aleys. Thereare alot of creative things that can be done by pushing the homes toward the street.

Ms. Stetson stated that it wastough to create thoseincentives but there are standards herethat do allow those
types of approaches to develop. The PRD standards would certainly alow that. The complimentary
document to the Zoning Code are the Citywide Design Guidelineswhich will be brought to the Commission
within two weeks. These guidelines provide further direction in terms of what the City is looking for in
termsof design, not just commercia andindustrial but residential projectsaswell. It speakstoward not just
the design of the individual building but site design and site plan. Can incentives be provided, she wasn't
sure to what extent other than saying Riverside is a city looking for well designed projects and setting a
standard in that regard.

Mr. Gutierrez added that one of the thingsthey tried to do is provide incentivesfor people to have recessed
garages, front porches, etc. by giving them certain things such asencroachmentsinto thefront yard setbacks.
The other option as Ms. Stetson indicated, is to set up those guidelines and set those standards. Staff's
approach was to use the carrot rather than the stick.

Mr. Aaron stated that thereisactual specific standards that are set forth which could be stronger, page V-8.
There is a section on flexible yard setbacks that would apply to standard single family residential
subdivisions. There are also standards specifically geared toward garages on alleys and what the setbacks
would be. Hefelt that therewasal ot of criteriabuilt into encouragethe very type of design the Commission
would like to see.

Commissioner Leonard stated that he had complimented staff earlier regarding a provision in the Code
which the Commission has been struggling with on every PRD. He pointed to page V-9 and the hierarchy
of therequired type of amenitiesin open spacefor the R-3 and R-4 zones. Heindicated that this section was
at the front of the document while the PRD section wasin the back. He asked if achart would be available
that would direct the user to what they need to meet all of the requirements.

Ms. Stetson explained that thiswasthe next step they would beworking on. They need to takethe standards
for the R-3 and R-4 zone that do not necessarily apply to all PRDs. Thisis something that has not been
worked into the PRD.

Commissioner Leonard said it would be helpful to them in reviewing these projects. He suggested that the
types of facilities be included as well.

Ms. Stetson reviewed the process for apartments. The new Code requires all apartmentsin the R-3 and R-4
Zones to be subject to the new Site Plan and Design Review procedures. The Site Plan procedures are
outlined in article IX of the Code so that there is a much more stringent review and it is coupled with the
much more defined standards for what the city is looking for. This process can apply to condominiums as
well.
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She summarized that the new chapters are intended to address state law regarding density bonuses. Itis
something the City currently doesn't have in the Code but is required to meet state law. The new Codeis
easy to use and alot easier to understand. The design regulations encourage quality projects by setting up
very defined standards and again, it will work in tandem with the Design Guidelines the Commission will
be reviewing soon. The new Code will also streamline development project review, which is a business
friendly move, aswell asimplement the bold movesin the General Plan for mixed use and creating places
people can walk to. She concluded her presentation and asked if there were any additional questions.

Chair Agnew stated that the Commission needs to individually go through the document and identify the
issues that are of concern to them. He asked staff how the Commission should forward their comments to
staff. He suggested an additional workshop to provide the Commission with an opportunity to present their
issues. He announced that he would give the peoplein the audience an opportunity to state their comments.
He reiterated that this was not a public hearing and that there would be no responses at this time to their
comments.

Commissioner Brown suggested polling the Commission to see what their concernswereand to seeif there
were sufficient issues to schedule work sessions as needed.

Mr. Gutierrez stated that staff would welcome as many workshops as the Commission would like. He
agreed with Commissioner Brown in that it would be best to break theissues down into several workshops.
The workshops are a way of understanding the Code and sharing their comments with staff. He stated it
would be extremely helpful for the Commission to forward their comments and concerns to staff. This
would provide staff time to research and address their comments at the workshops.

Commissioner Kurani pointed out that he learns a lot listening to other Commissioner's comments. He
stated that it would definitely help to discuss any concernsin apublic forum as opposed to just forwarding
their comments to staff.

Commissioner Norton suggested e-mailing their concernsto staff so that they can preparefor theworkshops.
She asked whether the workshops needed to be evening meetings or whether they could be in conjunction
with planning commission meetings.

Mr. Gutierrez replied that it was up to the Commission. He reminded everyone that there would not be a
guorum for the December 23, meeting.

Mr. Aaron suggested that the workshops' focus start with article V.
Commissioner Leonard pointed out some corrections: Article 11-2 does not include the Planning
Commission's design review function and Article 11-4 should also include the appointment of officers,

doesn't reference the appointment of the secretary and sergeant of arms.

Mr. Aaron thanked Commissioner Leonard and stated that these are the type of corrections that can be
changed prior to the printing of the next document.

Chair Agnew asked if there was anyone in the audience wishing to speak.

Richard Block, Friends of Riverside's Hills, provided his comments on the RC zone and its relationship to
Measures R and C. He pointed out that flag lots cannot be allowed in the RC zone but section 19.630.30
would allow flag lots. He also addressed the number of dwellings for single family lots, page V11-95. He
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also addressed the standards for PRDs and noted that they are illegal and contrary to the provisions of
Measures R and C. He stated that staff has done an excellent job on the General Plan update.

Arlie Montalvo stated that there are members of the public who are interested in these workshops. She
asked if they can al so see the Commission's e-mailswith regard to the comments and concerns. She would
like the public to see the questions and answers.

Commissioner Norton noted that it would be good for the Commissionto seethecitizen'scommentsaswell.
Mary Humbolt commented on animal keeping in Riverside. She thanked Mr. Aaron for the information
regarding this section in the Code. She stated she was opposed to this as Riverside is unigue and has been
ableto keepitsagriculture, largelotsand allow for animal keeping. She stated that it should not bethetrend
to abolish the animal keeping and phase it out. She hoped that the Commission and City Council is
committed to animal keeping.

Ron Courts made comments with regard to Measures R and C. He has always liked Riverside and wants
to make sure Riverside remain the way it has been.

Cecil Green hasheard the citizen's commentsregarding therural largelot sizes. One of the biggest problems
facing now issmog and what it takes to get through the City. He asked that they really look at the kinds of
changes being made so that it doesn't create additional health problemsrelated to smog and traffic patterns.

SylviaMartin James stated that she was curious as to why there was no in-depth discussion regarding the
railroads.

Mr. Gutierrez replied that therailroads are a part of the General Plan and that the Zoning Code does not get
into that. He said a copy of the General Plan can be provided to her at the end of the meeting.

l. ADJOURNMENT:

Adjournment to the November 18, 2004 meeting at 9:00 am.
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